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This study examines the relationship between poverty, unemployment, and
crime in the State of Georgia. The study addresses the question of whether
there is a causal relationship between poverty, unemployment, and crime. The
work analyzes aggregate data regarding crime, unemployment, education, and
income among the 159 counties of the State of Georgia. The seven variables
included in the analysis are violent crimes per 1000, property crimes per 1000,
percentage of adults at the poverty level, percentage of adults unemployed,
percentage of population that is black, percentage of population that is urban,
and percentage of high school graduates.
Crime was examined in terms of violent crimes and property crimes. The
research found that unemployment had a weak but negative relationship with
violent crimes (-.01) and property crimes (-.18). Poverty also seems to be
negatively associated vwth property crimes (-.19). However, poverty is positively
correlated with violent crime (.15).
In conclusion, it is noted that all relationships are weak. The findings
suggest that overall, unemployment and poverty have little effect on crime and
certainly does not cause crime. Though many criminals may be either
impoverished or unemployed, the research shows that there are many more
people impoverished or unemployed that do not commit crimes.
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Statement of the Problem
Violence and crime are major problems in America today. There is concern
about the amount of violence in neighborhoods, on the streets, in the schools,
and even in the workplaces. Fear of crime is destroying some of our basic
freedoms which society is supposed to safeguard, including freedom of
movement, freedom from harm, and freedom from fear itself. A 1994 F.B.I.
report has confirmed that these fears are not unfounded. In 1994, there was a
surge in the amount of violence inflicted on individuals by strangers rather than
acquaintances (Bureau of Justice Statistics 1994).
The fact that America is a capitalist society appears to promote economic
inequality. For example, the poor may have middle class dreams of wealth and
other material things. However, they have very little access to the legal means of
fulfilling these dreams. As a result, they find their own means of achieving wealth
which will often not be legal and most often will include violence and crime. For
example, the drug economy has been known to be used as an employment
agency for gang members providing opportunities to financial stability and
wealth to those who are clearly without such opportunities othenvise (Reiss and
Roth 1994).
Many political candidates have based much of their campaigns on the topic
of "How to Stop the Violence". Their approach to the violent crime problem
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seems to be the implementation of tougher crime fighting policies; including
tougher/longer prison sentences and increasing the police force.
However, research on the topic seems to show that implementing tougher
crime fighting policies is not the solution to the problem (Reiss and Roth 1994;
Lieberman and Smith 1986 ). This does not prevent crime. The solution to the
crime problem may lie in policies that deal with the underlying causes of crime.
Purpose and Scope of Study
The purpose of this study is to examine some of those possible causes,
particularly poverty and unemployment. This research addresses the question of
whether there is a direct relationship between poverty, unemployment, and
crime. More importantly, it establishes whether that relationship is causal. It also
addresses the question of whether allocating jobs and promoting work will help
to solve the crime problem.
The statistical information was taken from the Official Atlas of Georgia
Database. It has detailed information concerning all 159 counties of the State
of Georgia. The data was analyzed by use of the "SPSS forWindows" computer
program. The student version is a limited but powerful version of "SPSS for
Windows". It contains all of the important data analysis tools contained in the
regular program.
The thesis includes a complete literature review of the subject. This
literature review is followed by the research design which includes a description
of the variables. This is followed by an explanation of tables and analysis of the




Past research on the relationship between poverty, unemployment, and
crime has produced mixed results. Some research has shown that poverty and
unemployment are highly associated with crime (Jacoby 1891; McDowell 1986;
Patterson 1991). Other research has shown the opposite (Messner 1982; Blau
and Blau 1986; Belknap 1989).
Poverty and Crime Associations
Some research has shown that communities with a large number of people
who are unemployed, work less than full-time, are employed in secondary
occupations, or are living at or below the poverty level, are more likely to have
high arrest rates (Braithwaite 1979; Freeman 1983). Societies such as China
and Japan that have low levels of unemployment (though high in population
and growing in industry) have very low crime rates (Thorton 1991). China
reports to have avoided high crime rates through careful planning which has
resulted in a full employment economy in which people are trained and given
rewarding jobs (Kro-lin 1990). In Japan, workers are typically employed by the
same company for life and the companies generally take great interest in their
employees. As a result, Japan has a 98% full employment rate (Thorton 1991).
In these countries, the low crime rate has been attributed to policies that
promote a full employment economy (Thorton 1991). In addition, many
sociologists have agreed that poverty tends to foster criminal activity. However,
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there seems to be much debate on poverty as a cause of crime.
Jacoby (1981) concluded from his research that poor and uneducated
individuals with few employment skills are much more likely to commit serious
violent crimes than persons higher on the socioeconomic ladder. He also
concluded (from a succession of studies at the University of Pennsylvania) that
there is a higher involvement in violence by persons at the lower end of the
occupational scale. This suggests that some employed persons who are living
at the poverty level have higher tendencies to commit a violent crime. He also
contends that there is a large percentage of Blacks living in poverty or as he
contends "the ghetto slum".
McDowell (1986) also linked poverty to violent crime. His regression
equation linked poverty to homicide rates in Detroit, Michigan, in which
homicide was represented by infant death rates from time series data ( 1926 to
1978 ). He found that as poverty increased, homicide also increased. He
suggested that lack of association found by past researchers may be due to the
fact that they focused on cross-sectional data and monetary measures of
poverty. He concluded that the relationship between homicide and poverty is
quite strong.
John Braithwaite (1990) compared homicide rates cross culturally and
concluded that homicide is highest in countries with the greatest degree of
income and economic inequality.
Still others also assert that poverty and unemployment are highly associated
with crime. Reiman (1987) not only suggest that there is an association, but
blames society. Reiman , who conducted a Marxian critique of the criminal
justice system, contended that criminal acts are caused by limited and unstable
opportunities to satisfy needs and desires in lower class people. In essence, he
suggests that poverty and unemployment (caused by capitalism) are responsible
for crime. In other words, crime and criminality are among the cost of capitalism
such as poverty and unemployment.
McCarthy (1991) analyzed data from official records of all felony arrests
disposed in 1981 in both metropolitan and non metropolitan areas in California.
She correlated structural variables including percent of unemployment, percent
nonwhite, and percent of families below the poverty line, with arrest and arrest
certainty. She found that unemployment alone, had a significant direct effect on
the use of arrest and arrest certainty. In essence, unemployment had a
significant effect on crime. However, arrest is not the same as a conviction.
Therefore, the results may be distorted. In order to avoid this confusion, one
would have to consider the percentage of arrests that ended in convictions.
A report by a National Commission ( Reiss and Roth 1994) found a high
correlation between violence and poverty. The report by the National
Commission observed from a number of studies that homicides were
disproportionately concentrated in areas of poverty. This was true regardless of
which ethnic group occupied the poor areas. According to the statistical data, as
poverty increased in certain areas, so did crime. Given this information, one may
hypothesize that there is a high correlation between poverty and crime.
However, the report concluded that many factors may be responsible for the
violent crime problem.
The report approached the violent crime problem by looking at social
perspectives on violence, including community characteristics, social and
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ecxjnomic structure, community culture, gangs, and access to weapons. It even
suggested that the drug economy may be used as an employment agency for
gang members providing opportunities to financial stability and wealth to those
who are clearly without such opportunities otherwise. In this sense, society
itself may be seen as being conducive to violence and crime.
Marvin Wolfgang (1970) also conducted research on gangs and youth. His
study consisted of a birth cohort of ten thousand boys born in 1945 who resided
in Philadelphia at some time between ages 10 and 18 years. He used school
records, police records, and selective service information to follow the
delinquency careers of those who had contact with the police. He suggested
that poverty becomes a culture and that children inherit a subculture of violence
where physically aggressive responses are expected or required. In this sense,
not only is poverty highly associated with violence, it is primarily responsible for
it.
Svirdoff and Thompson (1983) also examined the relationship between
employment and crime. They studied the experiences of 61 adult, male
misdemeanants who were interviewed shortly before and after their release
from New York city's Rikers Island correctional facility for men. (The study
population started with 392 adult male misdemeanants.) It was noted that the
link between employment and crime in a small sample of adult, male
misdemeanants contrasts with attempts by economists to establish relationships
between crime and unemployment using national aggregate statistics. The
results of the study were some what perplexing. In some cases a link between
unemployment and crime was found. Other cases had opposite results.
The interviews at Riker's Island revealed a number of unexpected
relationships between crime and unemployment. For example, some alternated
between periods of unemployment and crime. Others used income from crime to
supplement income from employment. Yet others used income from employment
as a cover for other illegitimate economic activity. They concluded that on the
whole, the study seemed to qualify the hypothesis that unemployment leads to
crime. The Riker’s Island study is a very significant study and has important
implications. However, the small size of the sample and the non use of
aggregate data, in my opinion, disqualifies the legitimacy of the results.
Lieberman and Smith (1986) correlated poverty-related variables (low
educational achievement, high total unemployment rates, broken families, and
percentage of families below the low income level) for each of 65 Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) with statistics from the F.B.I.'s Uniform
Crime Reports for the years 1970-1979. They found that the percent of female
headed households and low education levels were positively correlated with the
rate of violent crime. Unemployment rates were positively correlated with
property crime. They also found that only the percentage of families below the
poverty level were positively correlated with both violent and property crime.
Lieberman and Smith concluded that increasing employment and
decreasing poverty along with strengthening the family should not only reduce
the crime rate and ultimately the cost of the entire criminal justice system, but
should also help solve our economic problems by creating jobs and capital in the
long run. Their study is a reexamination and is very thorough and complete.
Liebermen and Smith strongly contend that poverty is a necessary cause of
violent crime.
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Patterson (1991) also found a positive association between poverty and
violence. He examined the relationship between crime rates and aggregate
economic conditions for 57 small social areas. Interviews were conducted in 57
residential areas with members of 11,419 randomly selected households. The 57
areas were within three SMSAs (Rochester, New York; St. Louis, Missouri; and
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Florida). The data from the interviews were aggregated
\Mthin neighborhoods to create neighborhood measures. When a resident
reported a victimization, he was asked where it occurred. Patterson examined
the relationship between absolute/relative poverty and violent crime/burglary.
He found that the percentage of households below $5,000 (absolute poverty),
was significantly associated with higher rates of serious violent crime. He also
noted that absolute poverty was more significant in criminal activity than
inequality. This study, derived from interviews, is somewhat different from
previous studies. However, the results are very convincing.
Marvin Krohn (1986), analyzed cross national data on inequality,
unemployment, and crime rates. He compiled information from various sources
( World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators. International Yearbook of
Labour Statistics. International Crime Statistics, etc.) on 120 countries. He found
that there was a positive, though moderate relationship between inequality and
homicide.
Some researchers have criticized Krohn's study for problems in
measurement/comparability of variables such as crime and unemployment.
However, Krohn's results are consistent with the results of others. Much of the
research on this topic seem to support that there is some type of link or positive
8
association between poverty, unemployment, and crime. However, there is
enough contrary evidence to warrant further research.
Poverty and Crime Non Associations
For example, a study by Thomas Arvanites, found mixed results. He
analyzed data (1980,1988) from reported crime and demographic statistics
series on all 50 states. He sought to determine that when crime rates are
controlled; that interstate variations in the U.S. incarceration rate were positively
related to the poverty level. Black population, or unemployment rates. The most
significant finding was that poverty was directly related to imprisonment
(therefore subsequently crime), although, unemployment was not related to
imprisonment (nor subsequently crime).
A study by Judith and Peter Blau (1982) found that income inequality and
violence are highly correlated. They used data on the 125 largest American
metropolitan areas to determine whether rates of urban criminal violence were
largely the result of differences in racial inequality or socioeconomic conditions.
They found that socioeconomic inequality between races, especially economic
inequality, increased rates of criminal violence. However, once economic
inequalities were controlled, poverty no longer influenced these rates, nor did
Southern location.
In a later study (1986), the couple reexamined their conclusions. Population
data were analyzed from 1970 census reports for the 125 largest metropolitan
areas (SMSA) in the United States, and violent crime rates were taken from the
Uniform Crime Reports. The major differences between the two studies
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is that all variables of the later study were logarithmically transformed to convert
for curvilinear relationships. Earlier findings were reconfirmed. The later study
by the Blaus found that criminal violence was highly related to living in standard
metropolitan statistical areas and unrelated to poverty.
Messner (1982) also had unexpected findings, when he analyzed the
relationship between poverty, inequality, and the homicide rate for a sample of
204 SMSAs for which crime figures were reported in the F.B.I.'s Uniform Crime
Reports. He found that the absolute measure of poverty was inversely related to
the homicide rate. SMSA's with large numbers of families below the poverty line
tended to have low rates of criminal homicide. He concluded that though
homicidal offenders are recruited largely from the ranks of the poor, large
poverty populations are associated with a low homicidal rate.
Belknap (1986) conducted a cross sectional analysis on 260 SMSAs in 1980
to analyze the relationship between the economic structure and the crime rates.
She used the seven index crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault,
burglary, larceny, and auto theft) as dependent variables and poverty, income
distribution, and labor force participation as independent variables, controlling
for other variables such as race, education, age, population, urbanization, etc.
She obtained somewhat mixed results. However, the ordinary regression
showed that poverty did not significantly affect the property crime rate but
percent urban did.
In a later study Joanne Belknap (1989) examined the link between
economic conditions and crime rates in (English language) North American
research. She concluded that absolute poverty influenced homicide more than
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it did other index crimes. Like others, she found that income inequality was a
better predictor of crime than absolute poverty. She also concluded that
unemployment rates did not consistently influence crime rates.
As you may have derived from these studies, conclusions regarding the
relationship between poverty and crime are mixed. Some researchers feel that
there is a positive relationship between poverty and crime. Others feel that there
is a negative relationship between poverty and crime. However, most feel that
there is a positive relationship (however moderate) between poverty and violent
crime (namely homicide) as opposed to property crime. Some researchers feel
that there is a positive relationship between unemployment and crime. Others
feel the opposite.
The only conclusion that is consistent among the researchers is that most
concluded that there is a positive relationship between inequality and crime. Non
of the other researchers expressed a different or opposite conclusion. Therefore,
economic inequality may be a better predictor of crime (both violent and





The research gives a causal analysis of the relationship between poverty,
unemployment, and crime in the state of Georgia. The 159 counties that make
up the state of Georgia were carefully analyzed in regards to poverty,
unemployment, and crime. Through the research, I have provided a thorough
description of the relationship between poverty, unemployment, and crime. I
have analyzed this information by use of the student version of the "SPSS for
Windows" computer program. It contains all of the important data analysis tools
contained in the regular program. It also contains a high-resolution graphics
program for an extensive array of analytical and presentation charts. The
program provided me with the total statistical analysis necessary for a
complete, thorough, and reliable research (Babbie and Halley 1995).
Description of Variables
The statistical information has been taken from the Official Atlas of Georgia
Database. It covers all 159 counties in the state of Georgia. The county data
provides the variables which include violent crimes per 1000, property crimes
per 1000, percentage of adults at the poverty level, percentage of adults
unemployed, percentage of population that is black, percentage of population
that is urban, and percentage of high school graduates. The Hispanic
population and other minority populations are not given because they comprise





Table one lists all variables included in the analysis: violent crimes per
1000, property crimes per 1000, percentage of adults at poverty level,
percentage of adults unemployed, percentage of Blacks, percentage of urban
population, and percentage of high school graduates. All 159 counties of the
State of Georgia were examined in regards to these seven variables. Both mean
and median averages for each variable are given. The standard deviation (how
much each figure deviate from the mean) is also given.
Statistical Results
Notice that the mean and median figures for most of the variables are in
very close proximity. On the average, there is a small difference between the
two figures for these variables. Yet the mean and median figures for violent
crime are 3.82 and 2.84. This means that the average amount of violent crimes
per 1000 people is only 3.82. This may lead one to wonder why all the concern
about violence in the state of Georgia if the average violent crime rate is only
3.82. However, one must consider that most of the violence is concentrated in a
few urban areas (see map on page 18). Table I also list the mean and median
rate for property crimes.
One may also determine from the table that the mean and median figures for
property crimes are much larger, 27.97 per 1000 people and 22.78 per 1000
people respectively.
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TABLE 1. VARIABLES INCLUDED IN ANALYSIS OF GEORGIA
COUNTIES 1992 (N=159)
Mean Median SD
Violent Crimes/1000 03.82 02.84 03.59
Property Crimes/1000 27.97 22.78 20.64
%Aclults in Poverty 18.82 18.02 07.14
% Adults Unemployed 07.88 07.50 02.23
%Black Adults 27.52 27.72 17.31
%Urban Population 29.58 27.40 26.83
%High sch. graduates 43.70 42.66 05.15
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The state also has an adult poverty rate of 18.82%, and an unemployment
rate of 7.88%. Unlike violence, unemployment is not highly concentrated in
certain areas. It is more evenly distributed throughout the state. The table also
shows that 27.52 % of the population are Black. It shows that 29.58% of the
population live in urban areas and 43.70% are high school graduates.
Now take a look at the map on the following page. It shows that violence is
highly concentrated in only a few areas (two areas in particular). Therefore, even
though the average crime rate in Georgia is 3.82, crime in Georgia is a serious
problem because it is heavily concentrated in a few areas. The map shows two
areas of the highest population density. The first area is Fulton County, which
largely covers the City of Atlanta. It has a violent crime rate of 26.46. Dekalb
County is the other county that makes up the City of Atlanta. It has a rate of
7.97.
Coffee County has the next largest crime rate (violent and property crime
combined) of 21.09. Coffee County is not a part of a large city like Atlanta.
However, it is a large county and is made up of 20 small cities or municipalities.
Coffee County has a black population of 30% in comparison to Fulton
county's black population of 50%. Therefore, both counties have a significant
amount of black people. Coffee County has an Urban population of 35% and a
rural population of 5%. 44% live in municipalities. In comparison, Fulton County
has an Urban population of 96% and a rural population of less than 1 %.
Therefore Fulton County is largely urban and Coffee County is largely rural.
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Coffee County has an unemployment rate of 8% and a poverty rate of 16%.
Fulton County has an unemployment rate of 7% and a poverty rate of 8%.
Coffee County is not one of Georgia's major counties. Nor is it one of high
density or heavily populated (see map on population density on the next page).
Yet it has a high violent crime rate. This may be attributed to high poverty rate.
Again, the poverty rate for Coffee County is 16% as compared to Fulton
County’s 8% and it is a scarcely populated area. We may conclude from this that
a high poverty rate in a largely rural area may have some effect on violent crime.
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Figure 3 depicts highest areas of property crime. These areas appear to be
located throughout the state. However, most counties with higher figures are
located near large cities.




Figure 4, is a scatterplot of the correlation between Violent Crimes per 1000
Population and percentage of Adults in Poverty for the State of Georgia. Each
square represents a county in the State of Georgia. All counties are included in
this table. Notice that there is a regression line. This is a hypothetical line that
runs through the center of all dots. It summarizes the distribution of all points by
depicting the most center place for all points. A straight line would indicate that
there is no relationship between the two variables. A slope upward indicates a
positive relationship and a slope downward indicates that there is a negative
relationship. In this table, the regression line has a slight upward slope. This
indicates that there is a very v\/eak positive relationship between poverty and
violent crime. However, that association is extremely small. This means that the
poverty rate of the State of Georgia has very little association with violent crime.
The scatterplot also shows some extreme cases in which a few of the points
(representing counties) are far from the hypothetical line. One may speculate
that these extreme values may affect the results or that the results may be
skewed. As a result, figure 5 has been included to account for this possibility.
Figure 5 shows a scatterplot of the correlation between Poverty and
Violence in which extreme values have been omitted. Notice that the slope is
virtually the same.
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Figure 4. Poverty and Violence in Georgia Counties: 1992
c
o
Figure 5. Poverty and Violence Minus Extreme Figures
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Figure 6 shows a scatterplot of the correlation between Violent crimes and
Unemployment for the state of Georgia. In this scatterplot, the regression line
appears to be a straight line. This would indicate that there is no association
between violent crime and unemployment for the State of Georgia. However, the
correlation coefficient for this association (see table 2) is -00.01. Therefore, the
relationship is actually negative. This indicates that unemployment is negatively
associated with violent crime. It appears that as unemployment increases, there
is a decrease in violent crimes. This scatterplot also shows some extreme values
or cases in which a few points (representing counties) are far from the
hypothetical line.




Figure 7 has been included displaying a scatterplot of the correlation
between Violence and Unemployment in which extreme figures (cases) have
been removed. Notice that the negative association is more apparent here. The
regression line has a slight downward slope. Again, this indicates that
unemployment is negatively associated with violent crime.
Figure 8 shows the correlation between Property Crimes and Poverty. The
regression line here has a downward slope which indicates that there is a
negative association between these two variables as well. This indicates that as
poverty increase property crimes decrease. Therefore, property crimes happen
for reasons other than poverty. This scatterplot also shows some extreme
values in which a few points are far from the hypothetical line.



































Figure 8. Property Crime and Poverty in Georgia Counties: 1992
Adults In Poverty (%)
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PropertyCrimesPer1000Populati n
Figure 9 also shows the association between Property Crime and Poverty.
Extreme figures have been removed. Yet, this scatterplot also projects a
downward slope indicating a negative association between the two variables.
Figure 9. Property Crime and Poverty Minus Extreme Figures
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Figure 10 shows the correlation between Property Crime and
Unemployment. Again, there is a downward slope which indicates a negative
association. Therefore, unemployment has a negative association to property
crime. This may have some interesting implications for those who encourage
increasing the workforce as a means of fighting crime. Unemployment also had
a negative association to violent crime. This indicates that as unemployment
increases, both violent and property crimes decrease. Therefore, increasing jobs
as a means of fighting crime in the State of Georgia would be useless.
Figure 11 shows the same variable correlation. However, extreme values
have been removed. Yet the results are virtually the same. There is still a
downward slope which indicates a negative association.
Figure 10. Property Crime and Unemployment in Georgia Counties: 1992
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PropertyC im se1000Population
Figure 11. Property Crime and Unemployment Minus Extreme Figures
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The next table, Table 2, is a correlation matrix that gives exact
figures/values for each association. In essence, it summarizes conclusions
reached from the previous scatterplots.
TABLE 2. CORRELATION MATRIX OF VARIABLES USED IN REGRESSION
ANALYSIS AMONG COUNTIES IN GEORGIA
Poverty Unemploy Black Urban high sch
Property Crime -00.19 -00.18 00.04 00.73 00.44
Violent Crime 00.15 -.00.01 00.28 00.51 00.16
Poverty 00.42 00.72 -00.17 -00.48





First, let's examine the correlation coefficient for violent crime and poverty.
The correlation coefficient is .15. This is a very small figure. It indicates a weak
but positive association. This means that poverty could be reviewed as having
hardly any effect on violent crime. Also the results are the same as those in
Figure 4. in Figure 4, the scatterplot produced a slight upward slope indicating a
positive but weak association.
Notice that the correlation coefficient for violent CTime and unemployment is
-.01. This indicates a negative association between the two variables. This
means that as unemployment increases, violent crime decreases. Therefore,
unemployment does not cause violent crime. The results here are the same as
the results in Figure 6. In Figure 6, the scatterplot correlation produced a
downward slope (although it appeared to be a straight line) which also indicated
a very weak negative association.
In Table 2, there is also the correlation of property crime. One conclusion
that we may quickly draw from the chart given coefficient figures of -.19 for
poverty and -.18 for unemployment is that poverty and unemployment have a
negative impact on property crime. This is somewhat surprising and certainly
opposite of popular belief. Many politicians highly advocate decreasing
poverty and/or increasing the work force/jobs (smothering unemployment) as a
means of dealing with crime. However, for the state of Georgia, this would be
useless because poverty and unemployment have a negative impact on property
crime. This means that as poverty and unemployment increases, property crimes
decrease. In Figure 8 and Figure 10, the scatterplot showed the same results
and association. However these figures are much more conclusive.
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Table 3 shows the results of a regression analysis where violent crime is the
dependent variable. BETA indicates the importance of each independent
variable given the dependent variable. The higher figures indicate higher
importance. The "R square" tells the degree to which variables collectively
explain violent crime or property crime.
One important figure in this table would be the coefficient for urban which
is .50. This is a large figure and indicates a high level of significance. It
indicates a high percentage of violent crime (50%) in urban areas. The
coefficient for poverty (.23) is the next highest figure. This indicates that poverty
has some significance in explaining violent crime. Figures for the other variables
are very low or even negative. Unemployment (-00.01) has a negative
association and therefore does not help to explain violent crime. BETA which
standardizes results, makes these results very conclusive. The "R square" for
this analysis is .34. This means that 34% of the variation in the dependent
variable (violent crime) is explained by the other 5 variables collectively.
However, the "R square" might be much higher if some variables didn't yield very
low or negative coefficients.
30







High School 00.12 01.44




Table 4 shows the results of a regression analysis with property crime as
the dependent variable. The coefficient for urban (.65 or 65%) is very
significant here. The coefficient for high school graduates also has some
significance. The other coefficients are extremely low or negative. Also, the "R
square" (.58) is much higher in this analysis. This indicates that these
variables are more meaningful in explaining property crime.
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The findings are very conclusive and very thorough. The scatterplots,
regression matrix, and BETA, all point to the same conclusions. However, the
results were somewhat surprising. Given the literature on the subject, I expected
unemployment to have a positive impact on crime. However, the results showed
that unemployment had a weak negative impact on violent crime and property
crime. This means that as unemployment increased, violent and property crime
decreased. The correlation coefficient yielded an index figure of -.01 for violent
crime and -.18 for property crime. Therefore, unemployment does not cause
crime. Violent and property crimes happen for reasons independent of the
unemployment rate.
However, poverty did have a positive impact on violent crime. The
regression matrix figure of .15 (or 15%) is the most vivid account of this. This
means that poverty has a weak positive impact on violent crime. This is a very
small figure. It is much too small to suggest that poverty causes violent crime.
However, it does show that there is a marginal effect. Yet poverty had a
negative impact on property crime. The index figure of -.19 for property crime
shows that poverty has a negative impact on property crime. Therefore,
poverty does not cause violent crime nor property crime. However, it does have
a weak positive impact on violent crime. This means that as poverty increases,
property crime actually decreases and violent crime increases.
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Finally, though other variables such as Black population, urban population,
and high school graduates all had positive impacts on both property and violent
crime in most analysis, urban population was the only variable that yielded
figures high enough for causal implications. It yielded index figures of 51% for
violent crime and 73% for property crime (Table 2). This means that urban
areas have higher crime rates. Table 3 and Table 4 also exemplified this
contention. However, the "R square" for these tables were .34 and .58
respectively. Further research in regards to regression analysis will be continued




The first conclusion that may be drawn from the analysis is that, contrary to
popular belief, unemployment does not have a positive impact on crime and it
certainly does not cause crime in the State of Georgia. There have been
numerous recommendations to the legislature suggesting that one of the
benefits of reducing poverty and unemployment is that there would be a
subsequent reduction in crime. Many politicians have based their campaigns on
this same issue. However, as the research has shown, allocating jobs and
promoting a full employment economy will not have a positive impact on the
crime rate for this state. Allocating jobs and promoting work as opposed to non
work is a positive step forward and may help the economy in general. However,
doing it for the purpose of fighting crime may be useless.
The second conclusion that may be drawn from the analysis is that poverty
does have a positive impact on some crimes. It does not cause any crimes.
However, it does have a weak but positive impact on violent crimes such as
murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. However, being poor
does not cause a county to have crimes of any kind.
Thirdly, the only variable that appeared to have a causal impact on crime
was urban population or living in urban areas. This does not necessarily mean
that living in an urban area will cause one to commit crime. However, it does
show that urban areas as opposed to non urban areas have a much higher
percentage of crime. This is consistent with much of the literature on the topic.
35
As Blau and Blau (1982) contended, criminal violence is highly related to living
in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. In fact, though this research is based
on aggregate data, the findings are consistent with other research on the topic
that did not use aggregate data.
Finally, the analysis has allowed for the full disclosure of the relationship
between poverty, crime, and unemployment. In addition, it has shown the extent
of that relationship. Though there are some poor people that committ crimes,
there are more people who are poor or unemployed that do not committ crimes.
Again, the research strongly concludes that poverty and unemployment does
not cause crime. In most cases it has little or no positive impact on crime.
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